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1 The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 18, 20, 21, 24-34, 36, 37 and 39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Racich et al in view of Sanefuji et al essentially for reasons of 
record noting the following. 

Applicant has changed the upper limit for the ratio of A/B, the lower limit for the ratio of 
A/C and added new claim 39 that further defines the ratio of A/C. However, it is 
submitted that neither these amendments nor the new claim would be allowable over 
the prior art. It is respectfully submitted that one of ordinary skill in this art would have 
found the instant value for parameter A and the ratios of A/B and A/C to have been 
obvious and readily determined through routine experimentation from the disclosures of 
the references. It is not believed that changing the limits of the ratios so amended has 
any bearing on the patentability of the claims. For one thing, the upper limit for the ratio 
of A/B is described in the instant specification as not being critical, but merely that ratios 
of greater than 3 should be avoided. There is no criticality for a ratio necessarily less 
than the instant value of 1 .5. Also, it would appear that any differences between the 
lower limit of the A/C ratio and that shown in the primary reference would have been 
readily determined through routine experimentation. When the general process 
parameters are taught in the prior art, it is up to applicant to show conclusively that the 
prior art cannot meet the instant numerical values and further that such values would 
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not have been obvious thereover — ie, that there is an unexpected benefit for the instant 
values not seen with the prior art values. In the instant case, it is not clear that the prior 
art cannot meet the instant values, at least those that are deemed to be critical to the 
formation of a good polarizer. Further, there is no clear showing of any unexpected 
benefit for the instant values. Applicant has provided comparative examples but has not 
demonstrated on record why the comparative examples do not provide an acceptable 
liquid display for a television. Also, it should be noted that the instant claims are not so 
limited— they only recite a polarizing film. It would appear that further testing is 
necessary and that perhaps applicant would have to test the instant polarizer against 
that disclosed in Racich et al. Certainly, for any submission of unexpected results, the 
claims would have to be commensurate in scope with that submitted to be unexpected. 

2.Applicant's arguments filed November 21 , 2008 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. Applicant's comments have been essentially addressed in the 
rejection supra. The differences between the instant numerical values and that shown 
in Racich et al are submitted to be not that different, at least not distinct enough to 
impart patentability to the instant claims. While it is true that numerical values have 
been calculated from the process of Racich et al, this is merely to show that the instant 
process would have been rendered obvious from the general prior art parameters. The 
fact that a prior art process does not explicitly recognize certain ratios does not mean 
that a positive recitation of these ratios makes a process patentable over the prior art. 
There has to be some reason as to why the instant numerical values would not have 
been obvious and it is submitted that such has not been adequately demonstrated. 
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3.Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mathieu D. Vargot whose telephone number is 571 272- 
1211. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri from 9 to 6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on 571 272-1 176. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



M. Vargot 
January 31, 2009 



/Mathieu D. Vargot/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 1791 



